
2004/F004



2004/F004

F004-1
The Final EIS/EIR has been updated throughout to address this
comment. Sections 4.2.7.6 and 4.2.8.4 provide an analysis of the
potential impacts on public safety. Sections 4.3.4, 4.5.4, 4.6.4,
4.7.4, and 4.19.4 present an analysis of the potential effects of an
accident or release of LNG or natural gas on marine traffic,
agriculture, air quality, marine biota, and environmental justice,
respectively.

F004-2
The Channel Islands National Park boundary has been added to
Figures ES-1, ES-3, 1.0-1, 3.3-1, 4.3-1, 4.7-1, and 4.16-1.
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F004-3
Section 1.2, Project Objectives, states in reference to the Project,
"Cabrillo Port would provide a new facility for receiving LNG carriers
from the Pacific Basin and transporting natural gas into Southern
California markets via the existing SoCalGas natural gas
transmission infrastructure." (Emphasis added) This requires that
the facility be located in Southern California.

Sections 1.2, 3.1, 3.2, 3.3.1, 3.3.2, 3.3.3, 4.10, and 4.10.1.3 contain
information on the range of alternatives evaluated. Under NEPA
and the CEQA, a reasonable range of alternatives must be
considered. NEPA requires consideration of a "reasonable" number
of alternatives. In determining the scope of alternatives, the
emphasis is on "reasonable." "Reasonable" alternatives include
those that are practical and feasible from the technical and
economic standpoint and using common sense (CEQ 40
Questions; #2a).

The information must be sufficient to enable reviewers and
decision-makers to evaluate and compare alternatives. The State
CEQA Guidelines section 15126.6(a) provides, in part, "An EIR
shall describe a range of reasonable alternatives to the project, or
to the location of the project, which would feasibly attain most of the
basic objectives of the project but would avoid or substantially
lessen any of the significant effects of the project, and evaluate the
comparative merits of the alternatives. An EIR need not consider
every conceivable alternative to a project."

The EIS/EIR initially evaluated 18 locations for the FSRU as
potential locations for the deepwater port. It built on previous
California Coastal Commission studies that evaluated nearly 100
locations. Sections 3.3.7 and 3.3.9 discuss alternate locations and
technologies that were considered.

F004-4
See the response to Comment F004-2

F004-5
The presence of the FSRU may degrade the experience of some
recreational users who perhaps expect or prefer an undeveloped
environment, while other users could find that the presence of the
FSRU does not impact their experience negatively. Section 4.4.4
contains information on impacts of the proposed Project on
aesthetics.

F004-6
Under the Deepwater Port Act (DWPA), the Maritime Administrator



(the decision-making authority) issues a ROD to approve, approve
with conditions, or deny a license application for a deepwater port.
Because of MARAD’s authority, the Final EIS/EIR does not identify
an environmentally preferable alternative; to do so would be
pre-decisional. Prior to issuing a license the Administrator will
review and analyze all of the relevant information pertaining to the
license application, as required under the DWPA. If the license is
approved, or approved with conditions, the Administrator will
indicate the agency’s preferred alternative in the ROD.

F004-7
Section 2.2.2.2, Section 4.4.1.1, Impacts AES-2 and AES-5 in
Section 4.4.4, and Impact BioMar-3 in Section 4.7.4 contain
information on Project lighting, including regulatory requirements
and design of lighting for construction and operation. Lighting would
comply with regulatory requirements and would be designed to
minimize nighttime impacts. The lighting would be used to ensure
safety and security and when construction or operations require
lighting. Section 4.7.4 contains information on impacts on marine
biological resources from construction and operation lighting. AM
BioMar-3a in Section 4.7.4 is a construction lighting/operation
control plan that includes specific lighting restrictions.

F004-8
Impacts BioMar-3 and -5 in Section 4.7.4 discuss this topic.

F004-9
Section 1.2.3, "Natural Gas Need in California," contains updated
information in this regard.
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F004-9.1
See the response to Comment F004-3.

F004-9.2
Figure 1.0-1 has been updated to include the boundaries of the
Channel Islands National Park.

F004-9.3
See the response to Comment F004-3. Sections 3.1 and 3.2
discuss the process used to identify select reasonable alternatives.
Sections 3.3.5, 3.3.6, and 3.3.7 discuss the other locations that
were considered.

F004-10
Section 3.3.8.1 contains additional information on this topic to
clarify the analysis and rationale used to eliminate this alternative.

F004-11
Section 4.3.4 contains information on potential impacts associated
with the increased vessel traffic due to the proposed Project and
mitigation measures to address impacts. The safety zone would
extend in a circle a maximum of 500 meters from the stern of the
FSRU. The area to be avoided (ATBA) would surround the safety
zone, but would not extend as far as the coastwise traffic lanes
(see Figure 4.3-4 and Sections 2.2.4 and 4.3.1.4).

Section 4.3.1.4 states, "The ATBA is considered by the USCG to be
a recommendatory routing measure. Mariners could choose
whether to avoid this area. Mariners would not be penalized for
entering this area, nor would any action be taken to require them to
leave the area. A vessel transiting the ATBA would be requested to
restrict its speed to no more than 10 knots (19 km/hour) and to
check in and out with the Cabrillo Port vessel operations manager.
Both the speed limit restriction and contact with the Cabrillo Port
vessel operations manager would be voluntary actions by mariners
in vessels transiting the ATBA." Therefore, vessel traffic in the
traffic lanes would not be affected by the safety zone or the ATBA
(see Section 4.3.4). The safety zone could not be made any larger
because its size is governed by international law. Impact MT-3 in
Section 4.3.4 contains information on potential increased safety
hazards for recreational and other boaters due to the presence of
the FSRU and LNG carriers.

F004-12
Section 4.4.1.1 has been updated. Impact AES-2 in Section 4.4.4
and Impact BioMar-3 in Section 4.7.4 discuss lighting impacts.



F004-13
Ships are a normal part of the viewshed, and the FSRU would
resemble a ship on the horizon. To the extent that it would be
visible at all, it is considered to be a minor adverse, long-term
impact under NEPA. Appendix F describes how visibility from
various distances was evaluated and provides additional
simulations prepared for viewpoints at elevated sites along the
Malibu coastline and inland areas.

F004-13.1
See the response to Comment F004-7.
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F004-14
The LNG Terminal Siting Act was repealed in 1987 by the
California Legislature. California Senate Bill 426 (Simitian), which
would have created a ranking process for different LNG projects,
was re-referred to the California Assembly Committee on Utilities
and Commerce on August 24, 2006. As of November 30, 2006, the
Legislature's Current Bill Status shows it as "From Assembly
without further action," which ended the consideration of the bill
during the 2005-06 Legislative Session.
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F010-1
The Project has been modified since issuance of the October 2004
Draft EIS/EIR. Section 4.6.1.3 contains an updated analysis of the
air pollution control technologies to be incorporated into the Project.
The Applicant prepared an emission control technology analysis for
FSRU emission sources as part of the air permit application to the
USEPA.

F010-2
Barges would be used only during the construction phase of the
Project. Section 4.6.1.3 includes a discussion of emissions
associated with barge operations (e.g., tug emissions).

F010-3
The Draft General Conformity Determination was issued in March
2006 with a 30-day public comment period. However, based on
equipment changes proposed by the Applicant, MARAD, and the
USCG has determined that the General Conformity Rule does not
apply. Appendix G4 contains additional information on this topic.

F010-4
Section 2.2.2.2, Section 4.4.1.1, Impact AES-2 in Section 4.4.4,
and Impact BioMar-3 in Section 4.7.4 contain information on Project
lighting, including regulatory requirements and design of lighting for
construction and operation. Lighting would comply with regulatory
requirements and would be designed to minimize nighttime
impacts. The lighting would be used to ensure safety and security
and when construction or operations require lighting. Section 4.4.4
contains information on aesthetic impacts and Section 4.7.4
contains information on impacts on marine biological resources
from construction and operation lighting. Section 4.4.1.1 contains
information on the employment of movement sensors and shielding
for lighting. AM BioMar-3a in Section 4.7.4 is a construction
lighting/operation control plan that includes specific lighting
restrictions.

F010-5
The Project has been modified since issuance of the March 2006
Revised Draft EIR. See Section 1.4.2 for a summary of Project
changes. The following Project changes would reduce emissions of
nitrogen oxide and other air pollutants:
- Reduction in the number of LNG carriers and change in crew
vessel trips;
- Use of natural gas to power LNG carriers in California Coastal
Waters;
- Diesel-fueled support vessels with emission controls; and
- Use of specific engine standards for onshore construction



equipment.
The Applicant has committed to implement the following additional
measure to reduce air emissions:
- Repowering of existing non-Project vessels with cleaner-burning
engines.
These changes required revisions to air pollutant emission
estimates and related air quality analyses.
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F010-6
Impact AIR-3 in Section 4.6.4 contains revised information on
impacts from an LNG spill or pipeline rupture.

F010-7
Section 4.20.3.6 contains air quality impacts cumulative analysis.

F010-8
Your statement is included in the public record and will be taken
into account by decision-makers when they consider the proposed
Project.
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F006-1
The Project has been modified since issuance of the October 2004
Draft EIS/EIR. See Section 1.4.2 for a summary of Project changes.
The previously proposed FSRU generator engine cooling system
used seawater as the source of cooling water for the four generator
engines. The Applicant now proposes using a closed tempered
loop cooling system that circulates water from two of the eight
submerged combustion vaporizers (SCVs) through the engine room
and back to the SCVs, which reduces the seawater intake volume
by about 60 percent. The seawater cooling system would remain in
place to serve as a backup system during maintenance of the
SCVs or when the inert gas generator is operating. The submerged
combustion vaporizer (SCV) process generates excess water.
These units would generate approximately 200,000 gallons (757
m3) per day of clean, slightly acidic, distilled water. Of this total,
approximately 10,000 gallons (37.9 m3) per day would be treated
for use onboard to supplement the potable water supply and for
wash down water, estimated at 63,400 gallons (240 m3) per week
based on one 8-hour deck wash down event per week. The
remaining 190,000 gallons (719.1 m3) per day would be used for
ballasting operations. Therefore, none of this water would be
directly discharged to the ocean.

Section 2.2.2.4 contains a description of the proposed uptakes and
water uses for the FSRU. Section 4.18.4 contains revised
information on this topic. Section 4.18.2 contains information on the
regulations with which the Applicant would comply to treat,
discharge, and/or dispose of wastes and wastewaters.

F006-2
Sections 2.5 and 2.6, which describe the installation of the FSRU,
the offshore pipelines, and the shore crossing, have been updated
with additional information. Please note that HDB is now the
proposed method for the shore crossing. Appendix D2 provides an
anchor mitigation plan for the HDB nearshore pipeline and
Appendix D3 contains plans for HDB nearshore operations.
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F006-3
As discussed in Section 2.3.1, if a license were issued, it would be
conditioned to require that construction and installation of pipelines
meet the MMS standards per existing or developed agreements
between the MMS and the USDOT PHMSA prior to
commencement of construction activities. This includes any
additional environmental analysis that may be deemed necessary.
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F006-4
The USEPA has made a preliminary determination, on which the
lead agencies must rely, that the FSRU should be permitted in the
same manner as sources on the Channel Islands that are part of
Ventura County. Section 4.6.2 contains an updated discussion of
relevant regulatory requirements.

F006-4.1
See the response to Comment F006-2.

F006-5
Impacts SOCIO-1 and -2 in Section 4.16.4 discuss this topic.

F006-6
Sections 2.5, 2.6, and 4.3.1.2 have been revised to clarify the
logistics of materials handling for the proposed Project.

F006-7
Sections 2.6.1 and 2.6.2 describe the vessels needed for pipeline
installation and construction.

F006-8
Section 2.6.2 contains additional information on pipeline
installation. Section 2.6.2.2 contains information on unloading of
pipes from cargo barges.
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F006-9
Sections 2.5 and 4.3.1.2 have been revised in response to the
comment.

F006-10
Sections 2.6.1 and 2.6.2 contain additional information on the
vessels required for the shore crossing and pipeline installation,
respectively.

F006-11
The Applicant has made commitments to use engines in onshore
construction equipment that would comply with USEPA's more
stringent Tier 2, 3 or 4 emission standards. This would result in de
minimis emissions levels; therefore, MARAD and the USCG have
determined that the General Conformity Rule no longer applies,
and a General Conformity Determination is not required.

Section 4.6.1.3 and Section 4.6.2 contain revised Project emission
estimates and a revised discussion of the applicability of the
General Conformity Rule to the Project, respectively. Appendix G4
contains a copy of the revised General Conformity analysis.

The potential air quality impacts from offshore construction in
Federal waters were determined to be less than significant. No
additional mitigation measures were identified for offshore vessels.
Section 4.6.4 contains information on air quality impacts and
emission reduction measures associated with offshore construction
equipment and vessels.

F006-12
The Project has been modified since issuance of the October 2004
Draft EIS/EIR. See Section 1.4.2 for a summary of Project changes.
Impact AIR-8 in Section 4.6.4 contains an updated analysis of
impacts on air quality from the FSRU and Project vessels.

F006-13
Section 4.9.3 has been updated in response to the comment.

F006-14
Section 4.9 has been revised in response to the comment.



2004/F006

F006-15
The text in Section 4.20.1.6 has been revised in response to the
comment.
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